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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks pages 1-7, filed 22 September 2005, with 
respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-54 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 1-54 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) has been 
withdrawn in view of applicant's amendments. 

However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in 
view of various references as below. 

The objections to the drawings and specification stand withdrawn in view of 
applicant's amendments, which corrected the cited deficiencies (see also Remarks 
pages 1-2) with respect to the bus element previously discussed. 

The objections to the specification for using the term aggregate are not 
withdrawn based on applicant's arguments and the submitted evidence to that effect. 
Examiner does not believe that the specification adequately defines the term "run 
aggregate figure", and applicant admits that it does not on Remarks page 1 . Applicant 
also does not state if "data run aggregate" is synonymous with "run aggregate figure". 

The rejections of claims 4-7, 13-16, 22-25, 31-34, 40-43, and 49-52 under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first and second paragraphs, is also not withdrawn and applicant's 
arguments are not found to be persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 4-7, 13-16, 22-25, 31-34, 40-43, and 49-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter that was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. That is, the term "run aggregate figure" is 
not clearly defined anywhere in the specification, and has no art-accepted meaning. As 
such, the disclosure is not enabling and thus neither is any claims that incorporate this 
term. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 4-7, 13-16, 22-25, 31-34, 40-43, and 49-52 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 4-7, 13-16, 22-25, 31-34, 40-43, and 49-52 are rejected as being 
indefinite for failing to define "run aggregate figure." As such, the subject matter being 
claimed is not clear. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yoshinori et al (JP 10-333852) in view of Hashimoto (US PGPub 2002/0060675 A1). 

[Claim 10 [and all subsequent claims, e.g. 10-54 having the words "means" in 
them] is a substantial duplicate of claim 1 , the only difference being that the word 
'means' is added one time. The means in question - overlay detecting means - is that 
specified by Yoshinori. Reference Yoshinori teaches that images are broken up into 
objects for rendering purposes. Further, overlaid objects or text blocks clearly constitute 
'run aggregate figures', which would be handled by Yoshinori as above. The "run 
aggregate figures" shown in applicant's Figs. 6A-6C would be equivalent to lines of text 
that are encapsulated by bounding boxes and then processed together. As such, any 
means for detected overlap of rectangular features would prima facie be effective for 
analyzing stacks of rectangular figures. The "means" recited by applicant would 
correspond to the overlap detection method shown in Yoshinori Figures 1 and 12 or the 
like (comparable to applicant's Figs. 5A-5C, for example). Thusly, the overlay detecting 
means taught by Yoshinori corresponds with that of the applicant.] 
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[Further, for all claims that are dependent on claim 10 (e.g. 1 1-18) please note 
that the above discussion on 'means' applies to those claims as well, so that limitation 
will not be addressed, as those claims are all exact duplicates of those of claims 1-9.] 

[Claim 19 is a duplicate of claim 1 with the word "method" substituted for 
apparatus. Claim 28 is a duplicate of claim 1 with the word "printing" substituted for 
"image processing." Claim 37 is a duplicate of claim 1 with the words "host PC" 
substituted for "image processing apparatus." Claim 46 is a duplicate of claim 1 with the 
word "forming" substituted for "processing". These substitutions do NOT change the 
scope of the claims and so the same rejections that are valid on claim 1 and the 
dependent claims therein are equally valid, with no further comment, on these claims.] 

As to claim 1, 

An image processing apparatus which sequentially processes graphic rendering 
instructions for image data, said graphic rendering instructions including first and 
second graphic rendering instructions, said first graphic rendering instruction being input 
immediately preceding said second graphic rendering instruction, said first graphic 
rendering instruction containing first rendering data representing a first original image to 
render a first output image, said second graphic rendering instruction containing second 
rendering data representing a second original image to render a second output image, 
said first original image being overlaid by said second original image said image 
processing apparatus comprising: (Yoshinori clearly shows in Drawings 1 and 12 how 
various objects are overlaid on each other. Clearly, from the Abstract, Yoshinori is 
directed to a means for detecting overlap between different graphical objects, and 
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putting the data into an intermediate format for such determinations. As stated at the 
bottom of the Abstract, the system distributes intermediate data without overlap to the 
processing means based on priority order, such that portions of lower level objects that 
do not overlap are clearly not sent to the asynchronous processing means (for parallel 
processing of the image -[0031], where clearly these constitute first and second output 
images, where the images are overlaid by the copying system to form a final, output 
image. Further, Yoshinori is clearly directed to rendering instructions as input to a 
graphics processor - see [0001-0003]) (For purposes of appeal, the preamble in this 
case is directed to an intended use, and only specifies that the each image be 
generated by a rendering command. Hashimoto clearly shows sequential pages being 
fed into a system and an overlaid image being generated, as in Figures 2 and 3, where 
this clearly shows that such commands to render each page would be "following" each 
other, and since they would be fed to the printer in one pass, this would clearly 
constitute "immediately following". )(Examiner further maintains that preamble does not 
need to be given patentable weight in this case, since it only recites a summary of the 
claim and/or an intended use, and the process steps and/or apparatus components are 
capable of standing on their own; see Rowe v. Dror, 112 F.3d 473, 42 USPQ2d 1550 
(Fed. Cir. 1997), Pitney Bowes, Inc. v. Hewlett-Packard Co., 182 F.3d 1298, 1305, 51 
USPQ2d 1161, 1165 (Fed. Cir. 1999), and the like.) 

-An overlay detector configured to perform an overlay detection to detect an overlay of 
the first and second original images which are rendered based on the first and second 
rendering data by the first and second rendering instructions, respectively; and 
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(Yoshinori - Abstract clearly teaches that the system is configured to detect overlap 
between various objects that are in the intermediate format, where the data are clearly 
rendered because of the drawing instructions - as illustrated at the bottom of Figure 1 - 
are clearly overlaid in that order based on priority [0015-0016], Figure 2, step [S2J, 
Drawing 3 with priority decision means 24 [0020, 0024], where clearly such objects are 
rendered based on the original data, which could be in a PDL (page description 
language [0021]), where each object is rendered based on separate commands from 
the PDL) 

-A memory storing the first rendering data contained in the first graphic rendering 
instruction, (Hashimoto Figure 2, element 203 (memory) [0028-0029])(Yoshinori, Figure 
1 - element 1 1 must prima facie contain memory since it breaks the image into various 
objects and distributes them to the various processing elements 12a - 12n. It also 
contains drawing data storage means 13 that contains the output of the various units 
and holds the result) 

-Wherein the overlay detector specifies a portion of the first original image to be overlaid 
by the second original image upon detecting an overlay of the first and second original 
images, deletes a specified portion and draws a third output image, based on the 
original images, in which the specified portion of the first original image is deleted and 
stores the second rendering data into the memory. (Yoshinori clearly divides images 
into portions, as shown in Figures 1 and 12, where the various elements are processed 
separately to determine overlap. Clearly, as stated above, the system creates the third 
output image, which is stored in drawing data storage means 13. It only examines 
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areas that have overlap specifically - the other areas that do not overlap are sent 
directly to the processing units 12a-12n. The portions of the first image that are 
common with the second image would be discarded, with the second data filling in 
those spots, since the data of the later images would have a higher priority and would 
otherwise overwrite that location anyway. Finally, as noted above, Yoshinori does not 
send the overlapped portions of the base image to the asynchronous rendering units 
anyway. Yoshinori clearly stores the output image in image storage means 13 as 
above)( Hashimoto clearly produces the output (note Figure 3, where the various page 
images are overlapped onto each other— objects a, b, and c to produce a final output 
image A). Various portions that overlap are processed using OR processing [0029]. 
Now, it is further taught that portions that overlap between images can be deleted 
[0035] and teaches that the removed portions are deleted [0034-0035]. However, the 
general concept of OR processing an image forms the union of the various image(s) 
being operated upon (see attached document ("Point Operations: Logical OR/NOR," 
Fisher et al) explaining how OR processing of an image works, where it is used to form 
the union of multiple images, typically using bitwise operations - see the example of the 
floppy disk and the histogram on pages 3-4). Therefore, it is well known that in an OR 
operation, portions that are different between the images come through to form the 
unions, although what happens to the common portions is not expressly stated. 
However, it would make sense that the portions of the first image that are common with 
the second image would be discarded, with the second data filling in those spots, since 
the data of the later images would have a higher priority and would otherwise overwrite 
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that location anyway, which is entirely consistent with the nature of the image 
processing operation employed). 

Reference Yoshinori teaches most of the limitations of the instant application, but 
does not expressly teach the use of OR processing and certain other limitations, 
including that the source of the base images are in fact pages or similar. As stated 
above, Examiner believes that Yoshinori clearly teaches that the portion of the second 
image or subsequent objects in the page description language or the like that would be 
overlaid is considered when it overlaps another object. The object that is in the second 
image will receive priority simply because it would appear on top of the other object at 
that location anyway - see Yoshinori. However, the Hashimoto reference clearly 
teaches OR processing of the pixels that overlap. Clearly, the nature of OR processing 
is such that the images from the second image will be placed on top of those from the 
first image. That being said, Hashimoto never states anything about transparency of 
the images - e.g. based on the examples given, no provision is made for alpha blending 
or the like. Therefore, Hashimoto assumes and requires full opacity for each page layer 
as shown in Figure 3 and the like. Further, Hashimoto clearly teaches that pages are 
processed as the base image source for generating the composite image. Again, 
Hashimoto is only being used for a modification, and the references are at least 
directed to the same problem solving area, that of overlaying images for various 
purposes. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the Yoshinori reference to utilize the OR processing to 
determine areas of overlap of the various portions that would be sent to the various 
asynchronous rendering units, where such processing would automatically delete the 
portion of the first image that was overlapped (note how Hashimoto fairly suggests 
deleting unnecessary portions of the base image). Also, note the definition of OR 
processing and [0029]. Motivation for such a modification would come from the fact that 
such an operation is very fast and efficient [0003 — 0004]. Additionally, the OR 
processing allows for accurate reproduction of overlapped areas [0032-0033], and is 
industry standard processing. Since Yoshinori is silent on how this determination is 
made (other than priority, which is not necessarily present), it would have been obvious 
to use this method to form the final, output image that contained the overlapping text. 

Additionally, it is well known in the art that deleting the overlapping portion of one 
of the overlapping image would save memory. 

Clearly, this concept is well known in the art (see for example Akasawa et al (US 
6,867,801 ). Akasawa teaches a digital camera which is used to generate panoramic 
images, e.g. images that overlap with each other. For example, in Figs. 9A-9D the 
overlap is sensed and the overlapping portions of the first and second images are 
identified. Further, in Figs. 20A-20D the full process is shown wherein the overlapping 
portions identified in Figs. 9A-9D for example are deleted and the final image is created 
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with the erased portions of the second and subsequent images that overlap (see for 
example 14:10-15:25). 

US 6,148,1 18 (23:5-23:23) to Murakami et al teaches that the overlapping portion 
of various images are deleted. Murakami teaches a method for combining images to 
allow large documents to be copied, e.g. a document can be scanned in multiple 
portions and the images combined. The overlapping areas are deleted (23:5-23:23), 
with emphasis on the process in 6:20-7:2. Namely, the images are stored in image 
memory A and B and then combined to be output to memory C. Specifically, see Fig. 4, 
where the overall process flows is shown. The key to this particular combination is 
found in 6:63-67, where image memory C may store data equal to or smaller than A3. 
Clearly, this means that data is removed during the joining process, and as stated in 
23:5-23:23 such overlap can simply be deleted to save memory, as is suggested in 
6:20-7:2. 

As to claims 3, 3, 12, 21, 30, 39, and 48, clearly Yoshinori teaches that the data 
from a PDL is converted into an intermediate format for processing as discussed above 
[0020-0021, 0003, and the like]. Clearly, this constitutes conversion into an 
intermediate format, which clearly these references do perform. Additionally, 
Hashimoto very clearly teaches that pages are processed together. 

As to claims 4, 13, 22, 31, 40, and 49, 
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The image processing apparatus as defined in claim 1 , wherein each of the first and 
second original images is configured to include at least one of rectangle figure and run 
aggregate figure. 

Yoshinori teaches that a rectangle figure can be used - see the squares in 
rectangles in Drawings 2, 12, 21, and the like. Further, Yoshinori teaches in [0002- 
0003] that text is clearly part of PDLs such as those by Adobe and the like. Therefore, 
obviously rectangular Figures are included in various overlays. Also, Hashimoto clearly 
teaches that the overall overlaid image as in Figure 3 can contain overlaid text, where 
the page numbers originally present would overlap each other, and the additional 
shapes in the image (which includes a square) would constitute 'run aggregate figures' 
and rectangles as examiner understands them. The references of record teach the 
above limitations. It is also pointed out to applicant that CAFC precedent (SuperGuide 
vs. DirecTV) requires that "at least one of A ... and ... B" be read as requiring the 
presence of at least one element of both A and B. 

Claims 5, 14, 23, 32, 41 , and 50 are rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) in view of Yoshinori in view of Hashimoto as applied to claim 4 above, and 
further in view of Martin et al (US PGPub 2003/0179200 A1 ). 

The image processing apparatus as defined in claim 4, wherein the overlay 
detector is configured to perform the overlay detection by each run when the overlay 
detection means detects an overlay of the run aggregate figures. 
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Yoshinori and Hashimoto do not expressly teach that the overlay detection is 
performed by each run when overlays are detected. The Martin reference teaches in 
[0071] that pixels are read in sequentially for rendering where they do not overlap in 
certain situations [0157]. In any case, since images are rasterized on a line basis, the 
rasterization occurs in runs as required, where each line is checked for overlap [0003], 
and the like. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention as made to modify Yoshinori to evaluate such objects on a line-by-line basis 
for sequential runs, since the images are rasterized in that format in any case in light of 
Martin reference, which clearly teaches that this is more efficient [0010-0018]. 

Claims 6-9, 15-18, 24-27, 33-36, 42-45, and 51-54 are rejected as unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Yoshinori in view of Hashimoto as applied to claim 4 
above, and further in view of Venable. 

As to claims 6, 15, 24, 33, 42, and 51, 
The image processing apparatus as defined in claim 4, wherein when the overlay 
detector is configured to detect an overly of the run aggregate figures, the overlay 
detecting means is configured to generate a circumscribing rectangle for the run 
aggregate figure of the first and second original images and, after the overlay detecting 
means detects an overlay between the circumscribing rectangle for the run aggregate 
figure for the first and second original images, to determine the run aggregate figure 
included in the run aggregate figure of an overlaid portion between the first and second 
original images of the circumscribed rectangle. 
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The overlay detector would prima facie be capable of detecting overlap between 
the "run aggregate figures,'' regardless if it were so configured according to applicant's 
specification (see 1 12 1 st objection above).] Reference Venable teaches the use of 
rectangles to detect overlap, as shown in Fig. 14. Further, Venable teaches the use of 
bounding rectangles to enclose other polygons in Fig. 13 and 0088, which would prima 
facie enclose text and similar and teaches processing of rectangular figures in 0073, 
and further states that the methods can be applied to polygons having any other shape, 
including circular or elliptical ones, which would most certainly encompass the "run 
aggregate figures" of applicant. The "run aggregate figures" shown in applicant's Figs. 
6A-6C would be equivalent to lines of text that are encapsulated by bounding boxes and 
then processed together. As such, any means for detected overlap of rectangular 
features would prima facie be effective for analyzing stacks of rectangular figures. The 
"means" recited by applicant would correspond to the rectangular overlap detection 
method shown in Venable Fig. 14 (comparable to applicant's Figs. 5A-5C, for example). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Yoshinori to use bounding boxes, because this is the most efficient 
manner of determining where the two objects overlap by constructing such a 
rectangular box around their perimeter. 

As to claims 7, 16, 25, 34, 43, and 52, 

The image processing apparatus as defined in claim 6, wherein the overlay 
detector is configured to determine whether, for the run aggregate figure included in the 
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run aggregate figure of an overlaid portion between the first and second original images 
of the circumscribed rectangle, to perform the overlay detection by each run. 

Yoshinori expressly teaches a mechanism (priority) where the system can be 
instructed as to whether or not the overlay would take place - also, portions of the 
image that do not overlap are sent directly to the asynchronous processing / rendering 
units and are not retained. In any case, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Yoshinori - which already is 
modified as per claim 6 to operate on a per-line basis - to have a tag to indicate 
whether or not a line would be processed without overlap or not, where the detection 
methods of Yoshinori could clearly be applied here. - See Venable 0005 where it is 
taught that images are rasterized for rendering processing. Motivation is additionally 
incorporated form the rejection to the parent claim. 

As to claims 8, 17, 26, 35, 44, and 53, 
The image processing apparatus as defined in claim 1 , wherein the second output 
image is configured to be overwritten on the third output image. 

Hashimoto clearly teaches that OR processing is used, where when the case of 
three images is considered, clearly the second output image would be overwritten onto 
the final output image that would be shown to the user. Additionally, Yoshinori teaches 
that objects are composed in the final storage means, where a component of the output 
image could be written over based on priority or other factors. 

Venable teaches in 0015-0018 very clearly that the first two images are input and 
the third image is output with the 'specified region' removed. Further, it is well known in 
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the art to store the results of image processing in some kind of memory before they are 
output. Reference Venable teaches in 0063 that images are stored in a frame buffer, so 
it would be prima facie obvious to store the third image there. It would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to allow the second image to be overwritten (e.g. if as in 
the case of Fig. 3, the second image were of background against which an object was 
placed and it was desired to only capture the object and then combine it with the first 
image). Motivation is additionally incorporated form the rejection to claim 6. 

As to claims 9, 18, 27, 36, 45, and 54, 
The image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 8, wherein the first and second 
output image are configured to be drawn with a rendering process based on at least one 
of a mono chrome, an RGB video color rendering, and a CMYK paint color rendering. 

Venable teaches the use of RGB and similar color spaces (0065). Other color 
spaces (e.g. CMY, YUV, CMYK) are well known in the art and would be obvious to use. 
Color printers are known in the art - e.g. it is well known, a fundamental principle in the 
art - to use CMYK color space. The use of a monochrome color space would be prima 
facie obvious that a copying system (0060, Figs. 1 and 2) is being used, and it is 
common sense that hard copy (0058) would be black and white (e.g. a book). 
Motivation is additionally incorporated form the rejection to claim 6. 

Claims 2, 1 1 , 20, 29, 38, and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Yoshinori in view of Hashimoto as applied to claim 1 [and 10, 19, 28, 
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37, and 46] above, and further in view of Mcintosh (Mcintosh, John M. "POSTSCRIPT: 

A Page Description Language.") 

33. As to claims 2, 1 1 , 20, 29, 38, and 47, 

The image processing apparatus as defined in claim 1 , wherein said graphic rendering 
instructions are configured to be a page description language and each of said graphic 
rendering instructions are configured to include a fundamental graphic description 
instruction which handles characters, graphics and images and a rendering attribute 
instruction handling colors, clipping area designations and rendering arithmetic 
methods. 

Yoshinori teaches the use of a page description language (PDL) in [0021], Adobe 
in [0003], but does not teach specifics of the instructions. Reference Mcintosh teaches 
that by definition, a PDL is a programming language that defines images and text in a 
high-level format; an example of a PDL is Adobe® Postscript™, which includes its own 
instructions to handle colors, characters, graphics images, etc (pg. 3). Therefore, the 
recitation of a PDL limitation by applicant prima facie includes "fundamental graphic 
description instructions" that handle all the various aspects of rendering that are 
required and includes color (pg. 1 ). Basically, a PDL includes all the information that 
applicant recites, and it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have a split 
instruction - e.g. one that that handles rendering and one that does graphical 
description. Yoshinori clearly evaluates objects from a PDL and determines how they 
should be clipped, since it is known that they can overlay each other Thusly, Yoshinori 
performs clipping, and the specification of the PostScript language includes such 
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limitations anyway, which is well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the PDL 
and rendering of Yoshinori and Hashimoto with the PDL of Mcintosh, since Mcintosh 
teaches the details of the PDL that Yoshinori uses and clearly states can be the input 
(and likely output) of the processing. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See 892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Woods whose telephone number is 571-272-7775. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on 571-272-7664. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



Eric Woods 
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